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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more clainns particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claim 18 recites the limitation "each direct memory access device" in line 2. 
There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-3,8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Skapura (patent No. 5,204,938) in view of Morton (patent No. 5,822,606). 

5. Skapura taught the invention substantially as claimed including a data processing 
("DP") system comprising: 

a) Plurality of digital signal processors (10a,10b,10c,10d) (e.g., see fig.3); 

b) Host interface (26,27) coupled to a host processor (40) and the plurality of 
digital processors (e.g., see fig. 3). 

6. Skapura did not expressly detail (claim 1 ) that the system elements were on an 
integrated circuit. Morton however taught (e.g., see fig.1 and col. 6, lines 9-60) a 
parallel DSP chip. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill to combine the 
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teachings of Skapura and IVIorton. One of ordinary skill would have been motivated to 
incorporate the teaching of Morton of implementing the parallel DSP system as 
integrated circuit at least for the reasons taught by Morton (e.g., see col. 1 , lines 64-col. 
2, Iine16) such as the advantage of the parallel semiconductor chip was to improve the 
rate at which data was processed at low cost, consuming minimum power and 
occupying minimum space. 

7. As per claim 2, Skapura taught a plurality of memory devices (1 7a, 1 7b, 1 7c, 
17d) each associated with and coupled to one of the plurality of digital signal processors 
and each coupled to the host processor interface (e.g., see fig. 3). 

8. As per claim 3, Skapura taught a memory bus (23) coupling each of the memory 
devices with the host processor interface (e.g., see fig. 3). As to the limitation of claim 8, 
one ordinary skill would have been required to utilize DSPs to implement the system 
Skapura and Morton. 

9. As to the limitations of claims 8, one of ordinary skill would have been motivated 
to utilize a particular model DSP such as the ZSP400 depending on the cost and 
performance of the standard DSP versus other standard processors. 

10. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Skapura 
and Morton as applied to claims 1-3 above, and further in view of Swoboda (patent No. 
6,643,803). 

1 1 . Morton taught a debug port (e.g., see col. 6, lines 40-43). But did not particularize 
the type of debug system coupled to the system. Swoboda taught a test system (870) 
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for emulating the DSP the used the IEEE 1149.1 standard test access port and 
boundary scan architecture (e.g., see col. 4, lines 23-51). 

1 2. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill to combine the teachings of 
Skapura and Swoboda. One of ordinary skill would have been motivated to incorporate 
the teachings of Swoboda at least to enable debug of the system to ensure proper 
operation. 

13. Claim 9,10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Morton 
(patent No. 5,822,606). 

14. Morton taught the invention substantially as claimed including a data processing 
("DP") system comprising: and integrated circuit comprising a plurality of digital signal 
processors (e.g., see fig.1 and col. 6, lines 9-65). Morton did not expressly detail that 
the DSPs comprised model ZSP400. One of ordinary skill would have been motivated to 
utilize a particular model DSP such as the ZSP400 depending on the cost and 
performance of the standard DSP versus other standard processors. As per claim 10, 
Morton taught a host processor interface (109) coupled to the plurality of signal 
processors (e.g., see fig. 1). 

1 5. Claim 1 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Morton 
as applied to claims 9,10 above, and further in view of Swoboda (patent No. 6,643,803). 

1 6. Morton taught a debug port (e.g., see col. 6, lines 40-43). But did not particularize 
the type of debug system coupled to the system. Swoboda taught a test system (870) 
for emulating the DSP the used the IEEE 1 149.1 standard test access port and 
boundary scan architecture (e.g., see col. 4, lines 23-51). 
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17. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill to combine the teachings of 
Morton and Swoboda. One of ordinary skill would have been motivated to incorporate 
the teachings of Swoboda at least to enable debug of the system to ensure proper 
operation. 

18. Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Morton 
(patent No. 5,822,606). 

19. Morton taught the invention as claimed including a data processing ("DP") 
system comprising: Means and method of operating at least two digital signal 
processors (110-113) on a single integrated circuit comprising: coupling the at least two 
digital signal processors to a host processor using a single host interface (109) (e.g., 
see fig. 1 and col. 6, lines 9-col. 8, line 34). Morton did not expressly detail the ZSP400 
model DSP. As to the limitations of claim 20, one of ordinary skill would have been 
motivated to utilize a particular model DSP such as the ZSP400 depending on the cost 
and performance of the standard DSP versus other standard processors. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

20. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the Invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
states. 
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21. Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Morton 
(patent No. 5,822,606). 

22. Morton taught the invention as claimed including a data processing ("DP") 
system comprising: Means and method of operating at least two digital signal 
processors (110-113) on a single integrated circuit comprising: coupling the at least two 
digital signal processors to a host processor using a single host interface (109) (e.g., 
see fig. 1 and col. 6, lines 9-col. 8, line 34). 



Allowable Subject Matter 

23. Claims 4-6,11,12,15-17,19,21,22 are objected to as being dependent upon a 
rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all 
of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Andrews disclosed including a host processor and communications adapter 
interconnected with a bus (e.g., see abstract). 

Hulen disclosed multi-media interface (e.g., see abstract). 

Shepard disclosed a serial to parallel and parallel to serial converter for a digital 
audio workstation (e.g., see abstract). 
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Yamazaki disclosed a system comprising a DSP on an integrated circuit (e.g., 
see abstract). 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Eric Coleman whose telephone number is (703) 305- 
9674. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Eddie Chan can be reached on (703) 305-9712. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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